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US. Customs Service 


(T.D. 76-329) 
Customhouse Broker’s License—Customs Regulations amended 


Section 111.13(b), Customs Regulations, relating to the time at which the cus- 
tomhouse broker’s license examination will be given, amended 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C. 


TITLE 19—CUSTOMS DUTIES 
Cuarter I—Untrep Statres Customs SERVICE 
PART 111 — CUSTOMHOUSE BROKERS 


On June 21, 1976, a notice of proposed rulemaking was published 
in the FepERAL Rectster (41 FR 24889), which proposed to amend 
paragraph (b) of section 111.13 of the Customs Regulations (19 CFR 
111.13(b)) to provide that the customhouse broker’s license examina- 
tion will be given at each district office on the first Monday in April 
and October of each year. 

Section 111.13(b) presently provides that the customhouse broker’s 
license examination will be given at each district office on the first 
Monday in February, June, and October of each year. A review of the 
statistics maintained regarding past examinations reveals that if the 
examinations were given only twice a year, all districts could easily 
accommodate the expected increased number of applicants at each 
examination and that a cost saving to the Government would result. 
Moreover, the expected increase in administration of special examina- 
tions under section 111.13(c) of the Customs Regulations (19 CFR 
111.13(c)) would be slight. 

Interested persons were given 30 days from the date of publication 
of the notice to submit data, views, or arguments with respect to 
the proposed amendment. No comments were received. 
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Accordingly, the proposed amendment is adopted as set forth below. 
Effective date. This amendment shall become effective 30 days after 
publication in the Feprrat Reaistrer.__ (095007) 
(ADM-9-03) 
Vernon D. Acrez, 
Commissioner of Customs. 


Approved November 24, 1976; 
JERRY THOMAS, 


Under Secretary of the Treasury. 
[Published in the Fzpmrat Recister December 3, 1976 (41 FR 53001)] 
PART 111 — CUSTOMHOUSE BROKERS 


The first sentence of paragraph (b) of section 111.13 is. amended 
to read as follows: 


§ 111.13 Examination of applicant for individual license. 
* * * * ca * bd 
(b) Date and place of examination. Examinations will be given at 
each district office on the first Monday in April and October. * * * 
* * * * * * * 


(R.S. 251, as amended, secs. 624, 641, 46 Stat. 759, as amended (19 U.S.C. 
66, 1624, 1641)) 
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(T.D. 76-330) 
Foreign currencies—Daily rates for countries not on quarterly, list 


Rates of exchange certified to the Secretary of the Treasury by the Federal 
Reserve Bank of New York for the Hong Kong dollar, Iran rial, Philippines 
peso, Singapore dollar, Thailand baht (tical) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C.,.October 29, 1976. 


The Federal Reserve Bank of New York, pursuant to section 522(c), 
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (31 U.S.C. 372(c)), has certified buying 
rates in U.S. dollars’ for the dates ‘and foreign’currencies shown below. 
These rates of exchange are published for the information and use of 
Customs officers and others concerned pursuant to Part 159, Subpart 
C, Customs Regulations (19 CFR 159, Subpart C). 


Hong: Kong dollar: 


Cote Bb Wie a ain cages Se aise eae $0. 2065 
(atelier GTA si ite ois i ie dali ak 0. 2073 
OS PF PRR re ies ninety. ae 0. 2068 
CROUSUNN OR, Es ne hag aiceed Samnmnedandons 0. 2071 
Coben BD, SiG as ih otiheg seks he So cee 0. 2069 
Tran rial: 
October 36, 1976... o500c06succcuveeeataeees $0. 0141 
Gotober BG; 4076 . 2 5555 ee eee eee 0. 0141 
Octoter $7, Tire 5 BASS eee 0. 0141 
October 38, 1070... 5. oA ee 0. 0141 
Octoner $0, 1076. 2... LSS 0. 0140 
Philippines peso: 
GONE 20 Fain via sis edb zendi aes $0. 1320 
Crab BG SII sa isi si. cele: ids de sels den terse 0. 1320 
Ochoa: BT 10 c waincieshe cusssatiesabins 0. 1320 
Oubenet FE, FOG i 0 v's csicncdtcchenaeyeseiie 0. 1320 
aber BO, FG anon vinnie Vata bedeeeewes 0. 1310 
Singapore dollar: 
Gotenet 96; 1070. oo. ee ae RS $0. 4076 
Ocbilee WR, TING aii cnccicasieys ccaae 0. 4072 
Outeet FT, 2a anc icinnwsbcaweliesteadveaeun 0. 4070 
October 86, 1976.5 oss id cdenieeete 0. 4072 


October 00, i918... .ccccucsclesuessnecsanes 
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Thailand baht (tical): 
OL ap Sg pp eep at tree tees $0. 0490 
(LIQ-3) 


Joun B. O’Lovexui, 
Director, 
Duty Assessment Division. 


(T.D, 76-331) 


Foreign Currencies—Certification of Rates 


Rates ef exchange certified to the Secretary of the Treasury by the 
Federal Reserve Bank of New York 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE CoMMISSIONER OF CuSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C., November 17, 1976. 


The Federal Reserve Bank of New York, pursuant to section 
522(c), Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (31 U.S.C. 372(c)), has certified 
the following rates of exchange which varied by 5 per centum or 
more from the quarterly rate published in Treasury Decision 76-293 
of the following countries. Therefore, as to entries covering mer- 
chandise exported on the dates listed, whenever it is necessary for 
Customs purposes to convert sueh currency into currency of the 
United States, conversion shall be at the following daily rates: 


Ireland pound: 


October 20;:197Gu.rscucu dose wuusewcs value J $1. 5665 
Mexico peso: 

TS in a lta aan a ad meena $0. 0377 

Getopet 86 1978s... oe 0.0384 

October: 20,1976 s-=-2-22-2222220i St sf 0. 0390 


(LIQ-3) 


Joun B. O’LovGatin; 
Director, 
Duty Assessment Division. 
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(T.D. 76-332) 
Foreign currencies—Daily rates for countries not on quarterly list 


Rates of exchange certified to the Secretary of the Treasury by the Federal 
Reserve Bank of New York for the Hong Kong dollar, Iran rial, Philippines 
peso, Singapore dollar, Thailand baht (tical) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C., November 5, 1976. 


The Federal Reserve Bank of New York, pursuant to section 522(c), 
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (31 U.S.C. 372(c)), has certified buying 
rates in U.S. dollars for the dates and foreign currencies shown below. 
These rates of exchange are published for the information and use of 
Customs officers and others concerned pursuant to Part 159, Subpart 
C, Customs Regulations (19 CFR 159, Subpart C). 


Hong Kong dollar: 


Novamber,t, 1076. .nste«sdanSl--s---+2--2--- $0. 2071 
ee Holiday 
We Penee re, MEE «te ne eee 0. 2071 
TVONO a TEED lee neon donee eee 0. 2075 
Woverber , ITO. oon Goes 0. 2077 
Iran rial: 
November 1,,.1976i4~ -0}0i) «nd eb-od4-na-het $0. 0140 
Novemaber:2,; 1976.640 -dewe -ipaneey ~ob con Holiday 
Novenrher 3, AOTO.. 6.4 ce ad ede nelewoece> 0. 0140 
WORMS, MOND. ois scr nokedseccbcbevusen 0. 0140 
Nowembes }, 4006 .«.-- cssccscsensccetcres 0. 0141 
Philippines peso: 
mavetee In, 1076....6iccansducuctucnensee $0. 1310 
Singapore dollar: 
November], 1076.---.----------arps- cece, $0. 4074 
NOVGRO DB, BeVes a 55555055 bsbsseneesees Holiday 
NOVGRINE D, Fetes z25552525555525RSa 2255 0. 4072 
WOVGMUOE & SOTO- = == =22tt22sesest2teseset 0. 4072 


Seine vo niddaniusisouneeeaue 
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Thailand baht (tical): 


November, 118 926 aie- oy ence nhoad of letter an $0. 0490 
November 2, 1976..._...---2 22-2 aloe Holiday 
November 3, 1976... UavliduLbuciull wwlobs 0. 0490 
DOVEINET Ard Utica scsi ten ePs<teusad 0. 0490 
PN Sa ES eR Tk 0. 0495 
(LIQ-3) 
Joun B. O’Lovesun, 
Director, 
Duty Assessment Division: 


(T.D. 76-333) 
Foreign Currencies—Certification of Rates 


Rates of exchange certified to the Secretary of the Treasury by the 
Federal Reserve Bank of New York 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C., November 17, 1976. 


The Federal Reserve Bank of New York, pursuant to section 
522(c), Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (31 U.S.C. 372(c)), has certi- 
fied the following rates of exchange which varied by 5 per centum or 
more from the quarterly rate published in Treasury Decision 76-293 
of the following countries. Therefore, as to entries covering merchan- 
dise exported on the dates listed, whenever it is necessary for Customs 
purposes to convert such currency into currency of the United States, 
conversion shall be at the following daily rates: 


Mexico peso: 


i. Ce. co noclsnuneoanseeen $0. 0390 

ee fee SE a oso ah aged aseh hn «e 0. 0392 

EE Wa WO cces ccdecat as oscnewaud 0. 0401 

November 5, 1976...................-iallab 0. 0403 
Norway krone: 

CE O. S00G.. <anooinon«2ottehnciannnn $0. 1687 
(LIQ-3) 


Joun B. O’LovGutin, 
Director, 
Duty Assessment Division. 


224-164—76——2 
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(T.D. 76-334) 
Foreign currencies—Daily rates for countries not, on quarterly list 


Rates of exchange certified to the Secretary of the Treasury by the Federal 
Reserve Bank of New York-for the Hong Kong dollar, Iran rial, Philippines 
peso, Singapore dollar, Thailand baht (tical) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C., November 12, 1976; 


The Federal Reserve Bank of New York, pursuant to section 
522(c), Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (31 U.S.C. 372(c)), has certified 
buying rates in U.S. dollars for the dates and foreign currencies 
shown below. These rates of exchange are published for the informa- 
tion and use of Customs officers and others concerned pursuant to 
Part 159, Subpart C, Customs Regulations (19 CFR 159, Subpart C). 


Hong Kong dollar: 


November 8, 1076 1.2: -5 nit wi -eaftiees sane ts $0. 2082 
November 9; 207602 20 <tcwSL ocweall Jewdw5-:-= 0. 2089 
November 10, 1976.--.----------«--------- 0. 2088 
WOVORRMOE 31S OTB aoe oo oe oo oe oe ee cee chs Holiday 
INGVOINUCT 22, BUPO- 352 obo oeecsscSscSs ened 0. 2087 
Tran rial: 
OVOIRDOS By GID <n cin oh kn tae 10~ dea ae $0. 0141 
OVeriver Bt 10tG- yo isitc: taco nr aes bet 0. 0141 
NGvember 10 Tene- 23 - eter oc meee es ole = 0. 0141 
NOVRIIDe? 10801 Ons 5 os 2e > as cc heen eset Holiday 
Rta Feo SS ere eee ee 0. 0143 
Philippines peso: 
November 8, 19762. 2s. eolvolodliiesule $0. 1310 
Woveiiver 0, 2070. 2=-<2sssscscscesesessacs 0. 1310 
Meee SD T0008. 6ccesccasssdabianinee 0.1310 
eres 1 a00te..~- 2-040 <cembeemanes Holiday 
November 12, 1976_------- 2-222... ao ible 0. 1320 
Singapore dollar: 
NGOVenrees 6) PerO-scccccccccscszesaebseree $0. 4072 
NG@etmioer ©) B¥rGs222222-22ssccgengseczese 0. 4072 
FOVUNEE Bly TUNG ckcuns cccncesanetekuted 0. 4072 
Noeveteet 4) | Fee G asin dacasnnstacdvsweukas Holiday 


SIAN occa denuccdcedadvaiuees 
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Thailand baht (tical): 


CM 0. SOEs. oat touts lou cenauan $0. 0495 

pO Se any ae 0. 0495 

Newemner 1, TsO. ~ dudes «qnek= Slene~weenUe 0. 0495 

November 11,:%976.-.- bccsul casedec.----- Holiday 

Noyember 12, 1976..--.----.s-----------.- 0. 0490 
(LIQ-8) 


JoHN B. O’LovGatin, 
Directer, 
Duty Assessment Division. 


(T.D. 76-335) 
Foreign Currencies—Certification of Rates 


Rates of exchange certified to the Secretary of the Treasury by the 
Federal Reserve Bank of New York 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFIcE OF THE CoMMISsSIONER OF CusTOMs, 
Washington, D.C., November 17, 1976. 


The Federal Reserve Bank of New York, pursuant to section 522(c), 
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (31 U.S.C. 372(c)), has certified the 
following rates of exchange which varied by 5 per centum or more 
from the quarterly rate published in Treasury Decision 76-293 of the 
following countries. Therefore, as to entries covering merchandise 
exported on the dates listed, whenever it is necessary for Customs 
purposes to convert such currency into currency of the United States, 
conversion shall be at the following daily rates: 


Mexico peso: 


November 8, 1976220. s oe o- Sick... .-.---.- $0. 0403 

Pe cet S 36 nants meres bnon 0. 0403 

Ble Bi aaa nlmwnnnn oss 0. 0407 

NovembBéf 12) 1976s ae 0. 0404 
(LIQ-3) 


Joun B. O’LovuGHLInN, 
Director, 
Duty Assessment Division. 
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Customs Decision 





(C.D. 4673) 
AmMELIOTEX, Inc. v. Unttep STaTEs 
Elastomeric filer—Multifilament yarn 


“Sarlane,” elastomeric fiber imported from Belgium, was classi- 
fied as a monofilament under item 309.03 or 309.06 of the tariff 
schedules, depending on the denier of the fiber, and assessed with 
duty, respectively, at the rate of 35 or 24 percent ad valorem. 
Plaintiff contested the classification claiming that the imported 
yore consisted of strands which are not monofilaments, as classified 

y the customs officials, but rather multifilaments, or grouped fila- 
ments, properly dutiable at the rate of 14.5 percent ad valorem 
under item 309.31. Held: Since plaintiff did not succeed in proving 
that Sarlane was a multifilament, i.e., grouped filaments, as claimed, 
and not a monofilament, as classified, the claim is overruled. 

10 
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MoNOFILAMENT 


The statutory definition of ‘“‘monofilaments”’ is not limited to 
single filaments, but also includes single filaments “produced from 
two or more filaments fused or bonded together.” 

The exhibits and expert testimony indicate that the filaments 
of Sarlane‘have been fused or bonded ‘together during the produc- 
tion process so. as to constitute a monofilament, as classified. 


Expert TEstTIMony 


Tn cases depending upon technical factual data, in large measure, 
the court’s finding is based upon its evaluation of the expert 
testimony. 

Although the -expert witnesses agreed on the nature of the 
manufacturing process, they differed on the effect of that process 
upon the filaments and whether it caused a “fusing” or “bonding.” 
On this phase of the case, the court accepted the testimony of 
defendant’s expert that the filaments of Sarlane have been fused 
or bonded during the production process so as to constitute a 
monofilament. 

PRESUMPTION OF CoRRECTNESS—BURDEN OF PRooF 

In order to overcome the presumption of correctness attaching 
to the classification of the customs officials, plaintiff must prove 
that the classification is erroneous, and that the claimed classifica- 
tion is correct. United States v. New York Merchandise Co., Inc., 
58 CCPA 53, C.A.D. 1004, 435 F. 2d°1315 (1970); Technical Tape 
Corp. v. United States, 55 CCPA 38, C.A.D. 931 (1968). 

In the case at bar, plaintiff has not borne its dual burden in 
proving that Sarlane consists of “multifilaments” or “grouped 

laments” and not “monofilaments,” Specifically, plaintiff has 
not proved that the Sarlane filaments have not been fused or 
bonded together during the production process. 


Court No. 71-10-01429 
Port of New York 
[Judgment for defendant.] 
(Decided November 19, 1976) 
Rode & Qualey (John S. Rode and Michael S. O’Rourke of counsel) for the 
plaintiff. 


Rex HE. Lee, Assistan Attorney General (John A. Gussow, trial attorney), 
for the defendant. 


Re, Judge: The question presented in this case pertains to the 
proper classification, for customs duty purposes, of certain Sarlane 
elastomeric fiber, invoiced as “Spandex Elastomeric Multi-Filament 
Yarns.” 
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The merchandise, imported from Belgium in 1970, was classified 
as a monofilament under item 309.03 or 309.06 of the Tariff Schedules 
of the United States [TSUS], as modified by T.D. 68-9, depending on 
the denier of the fiber (not presently at issue), and assessed with duty, 
respectively, at the rate of 35 or 24 percent ad valorem. 

It is plaintiff’s contention that the imported yarn consists of strands 
which are not monofilaments, as classified by the customs officials, 
but rather multifilaments, or grouped filaments, which have not been 
subjected to such processes as twisting and untwisting, false twisting, 
crimping, and curling. Hence, plaintiff protests the classification, 
and claims that the merchandise is properly dutiable at the rate of 
14.5 percent ad valorem under item 309.31, as modified by T.D. 68-9. 

The tariff schedules in schedule 3, part 1, subpart E, headnote 3 
contain the following pertinent definitions: 


“(b) the term ‘monofilaments’ embraces single filaments 
(including single filaments of laminated construction or produced 
trom two or more filaments fused or bonded together), whether 
solid or hollow, whether flat, oval, round, or of any other cross- 
sectional configuration, which are not over 0.06 inch in maxi- 
imum cross-sectional dimension; 


* * * * * * * 
(e) the term ‘grouped filaments . . .? embraces two or more 
filaments . . . grouped together with the filaments . . . sub- 


stantially parallel and not twisted, but the term does not include 
grouped filaments which have been subjected to processes such 
as twisting and untwisting, false twisting, crimping, and curling, 
and which are useable as yarns;” 


Items 309.03 and 309.06 of the tariff schedules, pursuant to which 
the merchandise was classified, provide as follows: 


“Monofilaments (in continuous form), 
with or without twist, whether known 
as monofils, artificial horsehair, arti- 
ficial straw, yarns, or by any other 
name: 

Not over 150 denier: 
* * * * 


* * * 
309.03 Valued over 80 cents per 
EN A otanntne + sntuiied ane 35% ad val. 
Over 150 denier: 
* a * * * * * 
309.06 Valued over 85 cents per 


DOM «30 tit ober eas ann 24% ad val.”’ 











CUSTOMS COURT 13 


Plaintiff claims that the merchandise is dutiable pursuant to item 
309.31 which provides: 


“Grouped filaments . . . (in continuous 
form), whether known as tow, yarns, 
or by any other name: 

Wholly of grouped filaments (ex- 
cept laminated filaments and 
plexiform filaments) : 

* * * * * 


* * 


Other: 
* * * * * ok * 
309.31 Valued over 80 cents per 
pound, edict J. ala 14.5% ad val.” 


“Sarlane,” the trade name of plaintiff’s product, is a “spandex” 
fiber noted for its elastomeric properties, i.e., the ability to stretch 
and recoil with a high and rapid recovery. It is used particularly in 
foundation garments, waistbands, sportswear, and sport hosiery. 

Whether Sarlane yarn consists of ‘“‘monofilaments,” as classified by 
the customs officials, or “multifilaments” or “grouped filaments,” 
as claimed by plaintiff, is a question of first impression before this 
court. In the last analysis, its determination depends upon’ the 
technical factual data presented. In large measure, the court’s finding 
is based upon its evaluation of the expert testimony of the witnesses. 
More specifically, the decision must be grounded upon what occurred 
during the production or manufacture of Sarlane, and particularly 
in the drying process. In view of the importance of the expert testi- 
mony, and the technical aspects of the production of Sarlane, it will 
be necessary to summarize the evidence in some detail. 

The record consists of the testimony of five witnesses, three called 
by the plaintiff, and two by the defendant. Of the seventeen exhibits 
in evidence, eight were introduced by plaintiff, and nine by defendant. 

It must be noted, at the outset, that the statutory definition of 
“monofilaments” set forth in headnote 3(b) is not limited to single 
filaments, but also includes single filaments “produced from two or 
more filaments fused or bonded together.” It is, therefore, inconclusive 
to assert that Sarlane consists of individual filaments. The important 
question is whether the filaments have been “fused” or “bonded.” 
Apart from the definitions submitted by the expert witnesses who 
testified in this case, reference has been made to the various technical 
dictionaries that define these words. Bonding is described as a method 
of pressing fibers into thin sheets or webs that are held together by 
adhesive chemicals. See Fairchild’s Dictionary of Textiles 71 (1967); 
Encyclopedia of Textiles 501 (1969). Fused is defined by Webster’s 
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Third New International Dictionary 925 (1961) as “melted together: 
united by heating ... . reduced to liquid. by heat; moutren.” The 
Encyclopedia of Textiles 508 (1969) also defines “fuse’’ as “[t]o melt 
with the application of heat.” 

By their pleadings, the parties have narrowed the issue presented, 
and have agreed that Sarlane is neither of laminated construction, nor 
plexiform filaments, nor strips over 0.06 inch, but less than one inch 
in width, and not over 0:01 inch in thickness. The parties have also 
agreed that the merchandise is valued at over 80 cents per pound. 

The question presented, therefore, is whether plaintiff has borne its 
burden of proof that Sarlane should have been classified as a multi- 
filament or grouped filament, rather than a monofilament as found by 
the customs officials. Under the pertinent tariff provisions, it is clear 
that plaintiff cannot succeed unless it can prove that the filaments in 
the Sarlane fiber have not been fused or bonded together so as to 
constitute a monofilament. If a fusing or bonding has occurred, the 
imported merchandise has been correctly classified and the protest 
must be denied. 

Dr. Timothy V. Peters, founder and president of plaintiff corpora- 
tion, holds a doctorate from Rutgers University for majors in physical 
and analytical chemistry, and has nearly nineteen years experience 
in research, development, and production of spandex fibers. He holds 
U.S, patent No. 3,699,205, and the Belgian and Japanese equivalents 
which cover the process he invented for the manufacture of Sarlane 
fiber, A Belgian company, Fabelta, Division of U.C.B., and a Japanese 
company, Fuji Spinning Company, Ltd., have been licensed to pro- 
duce Sarlane under Dr. Peter’s patents. The merchandise at bar is 
representative of the Sarlane produced in Belgium. 

Plaintiff introduced into evidence a schematic process flow chart 
to describe the patented method of production of Sarlane in Belgium. 
It was used by Dr. Peters to describe the process from its basic raw 
materials, through a reaction producing polyurethane in solution, to 
extrusion of the fully reacted product through a spinnerette whereby 
ten groups of filaments, eighteen filaments to a group, are produced. 
He explained how the individual filaments are lead through extrac- 
tion baths to extract the solvent, gathered into groups of eighteen, 
dried to remove any individual water, lubricated as a group to pre- 
vent sticking together, wound onto packages, inspected and shipped 
to customers. Dr. Peters also contrasted this wet spinning process, by 
which Sarlane is produced, with three other manufacturing processes 
for the production of spandex fibers. 
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The testimony reveals that the melting point of Sarlane is between 
240 and 245 degrees centigrade, and that during its production proc- 
ess, Sarlané is not exposed to temperatures greater than 190 to 196 
degrees centigrade. Dr. Peters testified that at 195 degrees centi= 
grade, reached during the drying process, Sarlane filaments aré capable 
of ‘flow and creep.” Predicated upon this testimony, the defendant, 
in its post-trial brief, submits that this phenomenon indicates that the 
filaments have been fused. Plaintiff explains that the terms ‘flow’ 
and ‘‘creep,’”’ as used by Dr. Peters, only indicate the potential of the 
Sarlane molecules to flow by one another “inside the individual 
filament itself,’ in a time-dependent process to relieve internal stress. 
Dr. Peters testified that Sarlane “does not melt at all in thé process 
of manufacture” permitting each individual filament to maintain 
the “‘same outward appearance” during this phenomenon. He added 
that elastomeric products such as Sarlane do have, however, a “natural 
tack” which causes the eighteen individual filaments to remain in a 
group rather than coalesce. He attributed this to the low modulus of 
the filaments which permits a maximum area of surface contact. 

Dr. Peters asserted that the eighteen filaments in a strand of Sarlane 
could be separated by hand manipulation. Having testified that ‘‘two 
or three séparate filaments” had been separated from the strand, he 
stated that with time he could separate all eighteen. He explained the 
fact that the separate filaments could not be put together after being 
pulled apart by the inability to achieve “the same degree of surface 
contact or of surface congruéncy that existéd before I broke them 
{the filaments] apart.” 

Defendant, in its brief, contends that this “breaking experiment’’ 
proves the defendant’s position, i.e., that Dr. Peters ‘could only 
break . .:. [the strand] into three coalesced bundles . . . . Rather 
than separating the spandex fiber at issue. . . Dr. Peters. . . caused 
the fiber to rupture, precluding any concept of mere separation of 
separate fibers.”’ 

Dr, Samuel J. Golub, an expert witness called by plaintiff, specializes 
in fiber analysis, research in fabric defects, and related textile studies. 
He holds bachelor’s and master’s degrees in biology from the University 
of Massachusetts, and a doctorate from Harvard. He is presently the 
assistant director of Fabric Research Laboratories, Dedham, Massa- 
chusetts; the largest independent textile research laboratory in the 
United States. 

From his examination of the Sarlane elastomeric fiber with both 
“light” and scanning electron mi¢rdscopés to détermine its morphol- 
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ogy, Dr. Golub testified that the structure of Sarlane fiber is innately 
multifilament, and that there is no merging or mixing of material 
from one filament to another. He, therefore, concluded that there is 
no fusion between filaments. Nonetheless, Dr. Golub admitted that 
Sarlane filaments are lightly cohered at points along the length of the 
individual filaments. Although he stated that the points of coherence 
constitute only a very small percentage of the surface area, it is sig- 
nificant to note that he also stated that at these points there is true 
coherence. Dr. Golub added that he found no foreign material or 
different molecular material between filaments as there is in bonding. 

A photomicrograph of the broken end of one strand of Sarlane 
yarn, which had been immersed in liquid nitrogen and broken, re- 
vealed to Dr. Golub that the individual filaments ‘‘act independently 
because . . . they break at different levels.”” Another photomicro- 
graph of a direct end view of a strand was partially out of focus. 
This apparently was due to the higher level of breakage of some 
filaments as compared to others of the same strand. Dr. Golub was 
convinced, therefore, that the filaments are cohered only very slightly. 

To explain the concept of “coherence” or cohesion, Dr. Golub 
described two very finely polished plates of steel known in the metal- 
lurgical trade as Johanson blocks. Since cohesion is the attraction of 
molecular forces of the same kind of molecules, the molecular attraction 
between the two smooth surface areas of the steel plates must be very 
strong. In fact, Dr. Golub explained, “if you put them together you 
can’t pull them apart. You have to slide them apart.’’ He concluded 
that the same attraction accounts for the tendency of Sarlane filaments 
to remain in one group which, admittedly, is a desirable characteristic 
in multifilament yarns. Dr. Golub posited that due to the low modulus 
and softness of Sarlane, molecular attraction exists across the flattened 
interfaces of the individual filaments, and gives true coherence. He 
admitted, however, that one hundred percent coherence between 
filaments would result in a monofilament. 

Dr. Golub testified that the points of coherence comprise only one 
percent of the surface area of a fiber, and that these points were very 
far apart permitting the material in between to extend a great deal. 
Therefore, if one wishes to bend the Sarlane strand, “‘there is ample 
distance for stretch and curvature without involving other filaments.” 
Permitting a short section of Sarlane a few inches long to hang over 
his finger, Dr. Golub noted the good draping quality, stating that this 
is peculiar to a multifilament fiber rather than a monofilament. He 
explained that in the multifil ‘the only element which is being 
stretched really is the single fiber at the very outside of the curvature, 
with the radius of curvature different from that on the inside, and the 
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individual filaments have room to move and adjust. That is the reason 
a multifil bends down so easily.” He added that a monofilament 
spandex, such as Vyrene, is stiff due to its monofil character, and does 
not exhibit the draping quality characteristic of Sarlane. 

Dr. Monroe Couper, called as an expert witness on behalf of de- 
fendant, received the degrees of bachelor of science and chemistry, 
master of science, and doctorate degree at the University of Virginia 
where his doctoral thesis related to organic chemical structure and 
reaction mechanisms. At present senior research chemist.in textiles at 
the du Pont Company, Dr. Couper has been in the. field, of poly- 
urethane and spandex fiber structure, preparation, and. processing 
for over fifteen years: At a time when Dr. Peters was also employed by 
the du Pont Company, Dr. Couper served as supervisor in the field of 
spandex polymer research. 

While agreeing with Dr. Golub that ‘not a high percentage of the 
circumference” of the filaments is stuck together, Dr. Couper dis- 
agreed that the points of contact are ‘‘cohered.” Rather, he testified 
that the filaments at these points are ‘‘coalesced, which is to become 
unitary. . ... [T]he matter flows from one [filament] to the other. . 
That is coalescence. And bonding, very clearly, is used in this sense 
and fusion is used loosely in this sense.’ 

Dr. Couper téstified that the chemical composition common to all 
spandex fibers is polyurethane, and that the structure of the molecule 
consists of alternating hard and soft segments along the same poly- 
meric chain. ‘The consequences are that you have, in the soft ma- 
terial, what could be thought of as springs and you have, in the hard 
material, where it has come together into clumps, the equivalent of 
knots or fastening points among these strings or springs. As a result of 
this, when you pull on the structure, you have a high degree of stretch 
and, when you let go, the springs recoil and you have a high and rapid 
recovery. This is the essential element of spandex structure which 
accounts for its properties.’ 

Dr. Couper commented upon Dr. Peters’ discussion of ‘natural 
tack,’ and pointed out that the ‘‘tackiness’” of Sarlane spandex is 
particularly evident during the heated drying process. Dr. Couper 
stated that the ‘‘molecules have, at the end or edge of the fiber, an 
unsatisfied bond or unsatisfied forces . . . [slo there is a concentration 
of unsatisfied or high force at the surface of most polymers and of 
this one [Sarlane] in particular because high bonding forces have been 
built into the hard segments.” 

Dr. Couper maintained that during the drying process of Sarlane, 
“virtually all of the requirements for what I would call autohesion 
are met in this oven.” “Autohesion,” he continued, “is the flowing 
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together of like materials when they are brought in contact.” The 
requirements for autohesion are: 


(1) the presence of strong bonds at the surface of thé molecule; 

(2) mobility in the molecules so that these surfaces can move 
about a little bit and, if they begin to touch at some place, 
then the bondable sites can migrate a little bit and find each 
other; 

(3) a clean surface. 


Dr. Couper corcluded that “{v]irtually all of the requirements 
aré factors favoring autohesion which are all present,” and the 
“result would be that the surfaces would affix themselves to one 
another so thoroughly that they would be essentially unitary, unified. 
The matter in one [filament] would be virtually continuous into 
another.” 

Dr. Couper arrived at this conclusion following an examination of 
scanning electron micrographs made of Sarlane, and received in evi- 
dence as a colléctive exhibit: Prior to examination in the scanning 
electron microscope, the Sarlane yarn was, in some cases, frozen ‘‘by 
contact with dry ice, after which it was cut with the sharpest possible 
blade. . . .” 

According to Dr. Couper, defendant’s photomicrographs revealed 
“the merest traces or, in most cases, disappearance of what may have 
been an initial interface,” between touching filaments. He testified 
that the filaments have become “very nearly unitary to a different 
degree here and there, so that we have bridges or bonded areas” 
between them. In his judgment, ‘“‘autohesion . . . has occurred when 
these clean, mobile, and highly bondable surfaces have come together 
with enough degree of force and heat and mobility to cause an auto- 
hesion. . .°. I would say this is fused.” 

From his examination, Dr. Couper concluded that the filaménts 
are also self-bondéd, or joined “into a unitary material of materials 
of two substances, by their being sufficiently pressed or moved to- 
gether, and having sufficient flow that the molecules can get within 
the usual distance apart at the interface. . . . It is not necessary to 
have a foreign or third material at the interface to cause self-bonding. 
Sufficient heat, sufficient solvent, sufficient softness, and some pres- 
sure will be adequate.” 

Another set of photomicrographs of Sarlane, prepared by freezing 
in liquid nitrogren and breaking mechanically rather than cutting, 
was introduced into evidence by deféndant as a second collective 
exhibit. Although the filaments appeared to be independent, by break- 
ing at different levels, Dr. Couper pointed out that they were connected 
by “little bridges where there is a continuation or continuum of mat- 
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ter,” or “points of weld which, in my judgment, are far more than 


cohesion... The matter is unitary. It is coalescence.” See Appendix 
“‘A”’ to this opinion. He stressed that at the bridge or point of weld, 
the. ‘‘skin of one [filament] has become the skin of the other.” It is at 
these “‘little fused bridges that . ...we get the . . . virtual disap- 
pearance in localized places of what was originally the interface be- 
tween the single filaments .. . .” 

A third collective exhibit of photomicrographs of Sarlane was intro- 
duced by defendant to illustrate ‘‘what happens when you try to tear 
the filaments from one another.’’ When a separate filament is peeled 
back from the bundle, a membrane, described by Dr..Couper as ‘‘a 
web in the webfoot of a duck,” occurs, and the common skin must be 
ruptured as a result. See Appendix ‘“‘B” to this opinion. He commented 
that ‘‘these are the bridge structures which are so well coalesced. or 
self-bonded that they are having to be ripped. ... . Grouped fila- 
ments don’t have, in my experience, this firm a bonding or this flowing 
together of a bridge.” He added: “I cannot make a single tear without 
finding it [the webbing phenomenon].” 

To demonstrate how grouped filaments act independently, defendant 
introduced into evidence a card, prepared by Dr. Couper, which con- 
tained four strands of dacron zero twist thirty-four filament yarn, 
and one strand of Sarlane, all stretched across the card. When the 
card was bent, relieving tension from the taut strands, all the grouped 
filaments of the dacron strands visibly separated from one another. 
This “splaying out” effect did not take place, and was not observed 
in the Sarlane strand. 

Dr. Couper also described a phenomenon known as “heat setting.” 
He explained that although the true melting and decomposing point 
of the Sarlane polymer is 240 to 245 degrees centigrade, nevertheless, 
at temperatures of 190 to 195 degrees centigrade found in the dryer 
during Sarlane processing, a viscous flow occurs between filaments 
which permanently deforms them. He emphasized that the ‘‘begin- 
ning of viscous flow is the place where true coalescence, in its ulti- 
mate, takes place.” 

Dr. Couper testified that viscous flow, which results in a fusion or 
autohesion of Sarlane filaments at the points of weld, is brought about 
by the combined “effects of heat and slight pressure” found in, the 
dryer during Sarlane production. ‘““The yarn must be pulled up against 
gravity and must be extended a little bit. so that under the slight 
pressures that must occur there, and at these high temperatures . . . 
there will be a fiuid-like flow.” 

The testimony of Dr. Couper, that Sarlane filaments experience 
pressure in the dryer, is consistent with that of Dr. Peters who stated 
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that a “very minor amount of tension is put on the yarn’ which is 
drawn vertically upward onto the transfer rolls in the dryer. Dr. Couper 
explained that “very little pressure would be needed [to fuse the fila- 
ments] at the temperatures that these filaments would reach and did 
reach in the dryer.” It is also significant that Dr. Peters, in his dis- 
cussion of ‘flow and creep” of the filament molecules at dryer tem- 
peratures, stated that “internal stress. . . built into the spandex... 
can be released at those temperatures.” 

Dr. Golub, called by plaintiff in rebuttal, was critical of the manner 
in which some of defendant’s photographs were prepared. He testified 
that the skin lines of the filaments photographed by Dr. Couper were 
“obscured by drag of the material or melt of the material over the 
skin line by the knife edge” when the samples were cut with a knife. 
He asserted that ‘“[y]our knife blade will melt ... the material 
because of the frictional heat . . . of the edge of the blade” so that 
“cutting is a melting process.” He also attempted to explain that 
the inability to perceive skin lines in such scanning electron microscope 
photos was due to the fact that the “scanning electron microscope 
only shows you the surface ”’of a cross-section, and that“ [your cannot 
see down through it.” He stated that when he performed change of 
focus studies with “transmitted light,” he found a “skin line at every 
one of those junction points [between filaments].’’ Although Dr. Golub 
attempted to show that the skin lines at the points of weld or bridges 
vreclude fusion, he nevertheless admitted that “you cannot photo- 
graph that transmitted light through and see it clearly.” 

Dr. Golub disagreed with Dr. Couper that the bridges or points of 
weld in defendant’s photomicrographs represent coalescence of any 
kind. He did, however, agree with Dr. Couper that “this material 
pulls out like chewing gum.” He denied that self-bonding occurs 
between Sarlane filaments at the stick points, and attempted to ex- 
plain the reasons for the “stick points,” “bridges,” “web” or “duck’s 
web.” He added that bumps or asperities on the otherwise smooth 
filament surfaces “‘come in contact, and the surfaces at that contact 
point flatten out and cohesion occurs, then you will have, if you move 
. . . the filaments apart again, this chewing gum-like stretching out.” 

Regardless of the reasons or explanation for the phenomena, it is 
clear that Dr. Golub could not deny the existence of the “stick 
points,” “bridges,” or ‘‘webs.” 

In addition to the expert testimony that shows “fusion,” defendant 
stresses that ‘‘the balance of the spandex trade in the United States 
recognizes and indeed treats the subject class of spandex as a mono- 
filament.” In support of its position, the defendant cites the “authori- 
tative standard text in the field of spandex fibers” by Dr. R. W. Mon- 
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crieff, entitled Man-Made Fibres (1970), and the definition of elasto- 
meric monofilament of the American Society for Testing Materials. 

Defendant also emphasizes that fusion, i.e., autohesion and co- 
alescence, between filaments takes place under the favorable conditions 
that exist in the dryer during the production of Sarlane. These-con- 
ditions, enumerated by defendant in its brief, include: 


(1) the presence of strong molecular bonds; 

(2) the substantial heat applied in the drying chamber; 

(3) the “‘tackiness” of the Spandex surfaces in clean state; and 

(4) the slight pressure exerted upon the fiber in the production 
process. 


Although the temperature in the dryer does not exceed.190 to 195 
degrees centigrade, Dr. Couper testified that at temperatures within 
fifty degrees of the melting and decomposing point of the polymer, 
viscous flow can occur nonetheless. As previously noted, this concept 
known as “heat setting” is a phenomenon which makes fusion or 
autohesion possible below the melting and decomposing point of 
Sarlane., 

Dr. Couper’s testimony was confirmed by defendant’s photomicro- 
graphs of cross sections of Sarlane yarn prepared by breaking in liquid 
nitrogen. These photomicrographs are free from Dr. Golub’s criticism 
relating to distortion caused by cutting yarn samples with a knife, or 
in a microtome for microscopic examination. One such photomicro- 
graph clearly reveals ‘little bridges or points of weld” connecting the 
Sarlane filaments. See Appendix “‘A.” 

It is at this bridge or point of weld that, when a filament is peeled 
back from the main bundle, there appears.a web between filaments. 
See Appendix ‘‘B.” As explained by Dr. Couper, “these are the bridge 
structures which are so well coalesced . . . that they are having to 
be ripped.”” Defendant’s photomicrographs of filaments torn from one 
another clearly show this webbing phenomenon. 

Aithough plaintiff believes the contrary, its own photograph, 
Appendix “‘C”’ to this opinion, fails to establish that fusion does not 
occur between Sarlane filaments. Pointing to the encircled portions 
of the photograph, Dr. Golub attempted to indicate a skin line 
between adjacent filaments. The two squares or blocks on that same 
photograph, however, show no discernible or visible skin lines. Not- 
withstanding Dr. Golub’s assertion that faint lines exist, it is clear 
that at least at these points the filaments are not independent but are 
manifestly fused. 

In customs classification cases, it is fundamental that plaintiff 
bears the dual burden of proving that the classification ascribed to 
the merchandise by the customs officials is wrong, and that the 
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plaintiff’s claimed classification is correct. The presumption of correct- 
ness rests on firm judicial authority. In the past it enjoyed statutory 
dignity only in reappraisement, cases, Since 1970, it was incorporated 
into the Customs Courts Act.of 1970 and is now. expressly made 
applicable “‘[iJn any matter in the Customs Court,’’ 

In United States v. New York Merchandise Co., Inc., 58 CCPA 
53, C.A.D. 1004, 435 F. 2d 1315 (1970), the Court of Customs and 
Patent Appeals reaffirmed and emphasized the importance of the 
presumption of correctness, and the dual burden that must be borne 
by the plaintiff. By a preponderance of the evidence, it is the plaintiff 
who must persuade the court that the Customs classification is wrong 
and that the claimed classification is correct. United States v. New 
York Merchandise Co., Inc., supra; Technical Tape Corp. v. United 
States, 55 CCPA 38, C.A.D. 931 (1968). In the language of the New 
York Merchandise case, it is plaintiff who must bear “the ultimate 
burden of persuasion.”’ 58 CCPA at 58. 

What is obvious, that customs classification cases are seldom free 
from all doubt, has on occasion been specifically articulated. Vilem B. 
Haan et al. v. United States, 67 Cust. Ct. 104, C.D. 4260, 332 F. Supp. 
182 (1971). From an evidentiary standpoint, whether plaintiff in a 
particular case has borne the dual burden of proof is often a difficult 
and close question. Automotive Tire Service, Inc. v. United States, 66 
Cust. Ct. 305, C.D. 4208 (1971). In the case at bar, the specific ques- 
tion presented is whether plaintiff has established or persuaded the 
court, that the ‘‘Sarlane” spandex fiber has been erroneously classified 
under the tariff provision for ‘‘monofilaments,” and that it should 
have been properly classified under the provision for ‘‘multifilaments,”’ 
or “grouped filaments.” Notwithstanding the competent and thorough 
presentation, the plaintiff has not succeeded in meeting its dual bur- 
den. It is, therefore, the determination of this court that its claim must 
fail. 

In order to prevail, it was incumbent upon plaintiff to establish 
that ‘Sarlane” consisted of ‘‘multifilaments” or “grouped filaments,’’ 
and not “monofilaments” within the meaning of the Tariff Schedules 
of the United States. As was indicated previously, the statutory defini- 
tion of “monofilaments” is not limited to single filaments, but ‘“‘em- 
braces,” i.e., includes single filaments “produced from two or more 
filaments fused or bonded together.’ The crucial question, therefore, 
is not whether “‘Sarlane’”’ is a single filament, i.e., ‘a monofilament,” 
but rather, whether it is “produced from two or more filaments fused 
or bonded together.” 

After a careful study of the exhibits and the expert testimony, the 
court has concluded that the individual filaments in “Sarlane’’ have 
been fused or bonded together in the process of its production. 
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The expert testimony described the manufacture or production 
of Sarlane. It cannot be doubted that the drying process is of special 
importance. Although the witnesses agreed upon the nature of the 
process and the filaments, they differed on the precise effect of the 
process upon the filaments, and whether it caused or constituted a 
“fusing” or “bonding.” 

Some of the testimony left the impression that the words “fused’”’ 
or “fusion” were studiously avoided. From some of the testimony of 
plaintiff’s witnesses, the fusion of the filaments in the production of 
Sarlane was not enough because it occurred at only a small percentage 
of the surface area. On this crucial phase of the case the court accepts 
the testimony and conclusion of Dr. Couper that the filaments have 
been fused. 

Much of the testimony that deals with “viscous flow,” “flow and 
creep,” ‘‘tackiness,” ‘‘webbing,” “breaking,” ‘fastening points” 
and the like is best explained by Dr. Couper. The court finds his testi- 
mony plausible and credible, and fully supported by the exhibits. 

The president of plaintiff corporation, Dr. Peters, and Dr. Golub, 
who supported his testimony, were vigorous in their view that the 
filaments were neither fused nor bonded. They were unable; however, 
to deny those factors or phenomena that caused Dr. Couper, de- 
fendant’s expert, to testify that the filaments were “coalesced,” 
“unitary,” “unified” or “fused.’? Notwithstanding the various labels 
designed to describe what occurred to the filaments in the drying 
process of the production of Sarlane, such as “natural tack,’ “points 
of weld,” “fastening points,” “stick points’ or ‘“‘web,’’ it would seem 
clear that the filaments were thereafter no longer independent fila- 
ments. 

It may be well to add that plaintiff’s reliance upon the example of 
the Johanson blocks is misplaced, since it does not answer the question 
whether Sarlane filaments were fused or bonded together during pro- 
duction. In the drying process of Sarlane, the filaments are subjected 
to temperatures which cause a “flow and creep” or “viscous flow.” As 
a consequence, one filament cannot be removed or separated from 
another without causing a ‘‘webbing” or “tearing.”’ On the other hand, 
the Johanson blocks upon separation remain intact and fully 
independent. 

The defendant did not merely rely upon the presumption of correct- 
ness that attaches to the classification of the customs officials. It 
came forward with credible and reliable evidence in support of the 
classification of the merchandise. Since the court is in agreement with 
the factual conclusions submitted by the defendant’s expert, it is 
clear that plaintiff has not borne its burden of proof. 
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On the record before the ccurt, after a careful study of the testimony 
of the witnesses and the exhibits, it is the determination of the court 
that plaintiff has not succeeded in proving that Sarlane was a multi- 
filament, i.e., grouped filaments, as claimed, and not a monofilament, 
as Classified. 

In view of the foregoing, the protest is overruled and the classifi- 
cation is sustained. 

Judgment will issue accordingly. 
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APPENDIX A 


Defendant’s Exhibit E, 
Photomicrograph #4. 


ro “SARLANE” 280 DENIER f 
SEM - BUNDLE BROKEN IN LIQUID N, 4000X 
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APPENDIX B 
Defendant’s Exhibit F 


? 


Photomicrograph #4. 


“SARLANE” 280 DENIER 
SEM - BUNDLE SEPARATED BY PULLING APART BY 
HAND - 400X 
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APPENDIX C 


Plaintiff’s Exhibit 7, 
Photomicrograph D. 


Sarlane, 70 denier 
SEM = 1530X 
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International 
Trade Commission Notices 


Investigations by the United States International Trade Commission 
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, December 2, 1976. 


The appended notices relating to investigations by the United 
States International Trade Commission are published for the informa- 
tion of Customs Officers and others concerned. 


Vernon D. AcREE, 
Commissioner of Customs. 





[TA-201-19] 


TELEVISION ReEcEIVERS, COLOR AND MOoNocHROME, 
ASSEMBLED OR Not ASSEMBLED, FINISHED 
or Not FINisHEeD, aND SUBASSEMBLIES THEREOF 


Notice of Investigation and Hearings 


Investigation instituted. Folluwing receipt on September 22, 1976, 
of a petition filed by the Industrial Union Department, AFL-CIO; 
Allied Industrial Workers of America; International Union; American 
Flint Glass Workers Union of North America; Communications 
Workers of America; Glass Bottle Blowers’ Association of the United 
States and Canada; Independent Radionic Workers of America; 
International Association of Machinists; International Brotherhood 
of Electrical Workers; International Union of Electrical, Radio and 
Machine Workers; United Furniture Workers of America; United 
Steelworkers of America; Corning Glass Works;-GTE Sylvania 
Incorporated; Owens-Illinois, Inc.; Sprague Electric Company; and 
Wells-Gardner Electronics Corp., the United States International 
Trade Commission, on October 21, 1976, instituted an investigation 
under section 201(b) of the Trade Act of 1974 to determine whether 
television receivers, color and monochrome, assembled or not as- 
sembled, finished or not finished, and subassemblies thereof, provided 
30 





Se REPS POE LS LEELA ENTERITIS 


a ee 


ee 
<I 














INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION NOTICE 31 


for in item 685.20 of the Tariff Schedules of the United States, are 
being imported into the United States in such increased quantities 
as to be a substantial cause of serious injury, or the threat thereof, 
to the domestic industry producing an article like or directly com- 
petitive with the imported article. 

Public hearings. Public hearings in connection with this matter will 
be held beginning Tuesday, January 11, 1977, in Chicago, Illinois, at 
a time and place to be announced; and in Washington, D.C., beginning 
at 10 a.m., e.s.t., Tuesday, January 18, 1977, in the Hearing Room of 
the United States International Trade Commission Building, 701 
E Street NW. Requests for appearances should be filed with the 
Secretary of the United States International Trade Commission, in 
writing, at his offices in Washington, D.C., not later than noon of the 
fifth calendar day preceding the hearing at which an appearance is 
requested. 

Inspection of petition. The petition filed in this case is available for 
public inspection at the Office of the Secretary, United States Inter- 
national Trade Commission, 701 E Street: NW., Washington, D.C. 
20436, and at the New York City office of the United States Inter- 
national Trade Commission located at 6 World Trade Center. 

By order of the Commission: 


KENNETH R. Mason, 
Secretary. 


Issued November 9, 1976 





Index 
US. Customs Service 




























Custemhouse Broker’s License; time at which examination will be given; T.D. No. 
BOC. LALASUD s WU. Sevy MENON ian case ng aceon eameap an ae eeeeweds eee 76-329 


Fereign currencies: 


Daily rates for Hong Kong dollar, Iran rial, Philippines peso, Singa- 
pore dollar and Thailand baht (tical): 


October 25-29, 1976 2.20/26 SLL ico SLL RUS 76-330 

Nowember 1-5, 19762 2201650. cull maloeseue sce ye lesa le 76-332 

Wovember O° 5s, 8010s ee eee... lee cb anc See 76-334 
Rates which varied from T.D. 76-293: 

WOGRDEY BOE, £0 Tack omnis cand ommrenomes sb teete amend 76-331 

WOVEINUCE 170) B70. o-oo ne on weal e tka a eeease eee 76-333 

November 8-12, 107622052 51 23. .SOicen TUN BAet se 76-335 


Customs Court 


Construction; Tariff Schedules of the United States: 
Item 309.03, C.D. 4673 
Item 309.06, C.D. 4673 
Item 309.31, C.D. 4673 
Schedule 3, part 1, subpart E, headnote 3(b), C.D..4673 


Definition (see Words and phrases) 
Elastomeric fiber; multifilament yarn, C.D. 4673 
Grouped filaments; monofilaments, C.D. 4673 


Monofilaments; grouped filaments, C.D. 4673 
Multifilament yarn; elastomeric fiber, C.D. 4673 


Words and phrases: 
Bonding, C.D. 4673 
Fused or bonded, C.D. 4673 
Fusing, C.D. 4673 
Grouped filaments, C.D. 4673 
Monofilaments, C.D. 3674 
Multifilaments, C.D. 4673 
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International Trade Commission Notices 


Television receivers, color and monochrome, assembled or not assembled, finished 
or not finished, and subassemblies thereof; notice of investigation and hearings; 
TA-201-19; p. 30. 
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